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A BRIEF REVIEW 



••/ 



Of the Causes and Course df the Division in the Yearly 
Meetirig of Ohio. ' ■ 

As the difficulties in Ohio have an intimate conntetiok^ with 
some: of the proceedings within the Yearly Meetmgof New E&g-i 
land, a concise notice of some of those proceedings maj compose 
a proper introduction to this Review. 

• ■ In the early part of 1843, John Wilbur^ a minister in .the So- 
ciety of Friends, was disowned by Ore^wieh Monthly Meeting^ 
a branch of Rhode Island Quarter. . T . 

The charge, in substance, was that he had indulged a- spirit of 
detraction, manifested by giving circulation, in' various ways, tor 
charges by which the character of tfae^ Society- ^^as impeached 
and ' the religious' standing of divers Friends; ni their : oirn : and 
other YeaHy Meetings, much misrepreiiented. : While luodcr. 
treatment on this account, he endeavored to vindicate the counN) 
he was tiskin'g^ by the alleged id:i60undness of someioff the.pub^ 
lished writings of a Friend from Englafad who- had recently paid 
a religious visit to this country ; but Frirads uniformly maintain- 
ed that the question of doctrines, or the writings alluded to, bad 
BO relation to the subject of complaint, that complaint depending; 
upon a violation' of gospel order« Joha Wilbur appealing,. to 
Rhode Island Quarter &om: the jiiidgment of the monthly meetn 
ing, and that judgment being there confirmed, carried the case by, 
appeal to the Yearly Meeting, where it came under examioiatioa 
in the 6th month, 1844* The bommittee, twenty-one in number, 
io *whom the subject was referred, brought in a report signed bjr 
atl except one, expressing their conclusion that the judgmetit 
ought- to beconfirmed ; which report was accepted, by the Yearly 
Meeting, and the judgment was accordingly confirmedf without a 
dissenting voice. 

Hiere, we may observe, the femedies provided by the discipline 
agaipft myiist or improper disownments were fully tried and ex- ' 
bausted. No appeal ties to any other department of Society* ] 



This Yearly Meeting of 1844, which confirmed the disown- 
ment of John Wilbur, addressed epbtles as usual to the other 
Yearly Meetings, and these epistles were read in them and re- 
sponded to as in former years.* 

When the Yearly Meeting cf New England convened, on the 
16th of 6th month, 1845, the representatives from the eight quar- 
ters being called as usual, all except three answered to their 
names. But at that stage of the proceedings, a second paper, 
purporting to be a report from Rhode Island Quarter, addressed 
to ** New England Yearly Meeting of Friends,'' was laid on the 
table. The names of the persons thus given as representatives, 
were entered on the minutes and <»Ued, when they appeared to 
be all present. 

*^ A' proposition was then made, and united with by the meet- 
ing, that the Representatives from the other seven Quarterly 
Meetings, those named in the two accounts from Rhode Island 
leiftjg excluded* should bonstitute a Committee, before whom the 
persons claiming' to. be the Representativeis from that Quarterly" 
Meeting, should beifiiUy heird on the siibject of their claims retS- 
^eirtiveiy; and that the. Committee, after deliberating thereon^ 
sboald report to the Yeiyrly Meetii^ which of the two bodies 
thus claiming, wais itt their judgment, the true Rhode Island 
Quarterly Meeting, in unity with and subordinate to that neet- 
kigr imd entitled to tend Representatives thereto. 
- ''This subject having- heen thus far dispoised of, the Meeting 
eietme to the conclusion that 'no other busibess could with propriety 
be entered upon by thei Yearly; Meeting tQI it Was fully deter^ 
ttdni^li and insteadVbf pi^eediilg to the appointment of Clerks 
oh'dfld dayaftemdoli, as usdal,! decided that the' Cferks then un- 
Afit appoihtD^t -should otatinue 'to serve the meeting until the 
^estion was settled. i ./ ^ 

. M Two accountil purporting to be from Rhode Island Quarter 
were also presented to the Women's Yearly Meeting, and the 
whole subject was similarly dispiosed of hy Uiat Meeting, by re- 
ferring it to all the Representatives, except those from Rhode 
Island, to report thereon. ' 

^ ■ — — — ■ ■■■■■■! I ■ »■ M. ^m ■■■ ■ ■■!■ ■ — ■ » ■ -I ■■■■■■■!■ I .1 II,— » .i»—» I II ■ . I I I ■ ^ ■ ■ , a^ 

* Id Um. answer from Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, held in the 4th month, 
1845, .the epistle from New England was acknowledged as acceptable ; and al- 
though it wai'pro{k>8ed in the Yearly Meeting to expunge the expremion, the 
proposal wat rejoeted and the word mceeptable retained. 



'^ Soon after the opeoiDg of the afternooB sitting, a person un- 
der appointment as one of the Representatives from Sandwich 
Quarter, rose and said, that a portion of the Representatives had 
l)een together, and concluded to propose the name of Thomas B. 
Gould* for Clerk, and Charles Perry for Assistant Clerk. Upon 
this, several . individuals rose in quick succession, and expressed 
unity with the nomination. The large body of the Representa- 
tives informed the Meeting, that they had no knowledge that any 
such proposition was about to be made, and by a very general ex- 
pression of the members of the Meeting, as well as of the Rep- 
resentatives, the course proposed was wholly disapproved. On 
calling the names of all the Representatives in attendance from 
the several Quarterly Meetings, except Rhode Island, it appeared 
by their express declaration, that forty-one of their number were 
Bot consulted in relation to the appomtment of Clerks, and that 
they now entirely dissented from the appointment of Thomas B. 
Gould and Charles Perry, while ^ur made no response when their 
names were called ; forty-Jive being the whole number in attend- 
ance, with the exception of those named in the accounts from 
Rhode Island. But the persons thus nominated to act as Clerks, 
with others, their adherents, proceeded in reading and speaking, 
to the disturbance of the meeting. The Clerk of the Yearly 
Meeting, by its fully expressed direction, solemnly protested 
against their proceedings, and desired them to desist. To this, 
however, they paid but little attention, and contmued to carry on 
their own busmess till the adjournment of the meeting. Similar 
proceedings took place in the Women's Meeting, with the excep- 
tion that the Seceders left the house before the meeting adjourned. 

" On third day morning, the 17th, the committee in the case of 
Rhode Island Quarterly Meeting, made a report, in which, after 
giving a statement of the various circumstances connected with 
the subject referred to their consideration, they expressed their 
'.united sense and judgment, that the accounts from Rhode Island 
Quarterly Meeting, signed by David Buffum and Sarah F. To- 
bey, as Clerks, should be received as the true accounts from said 
Quarterly Meeting, and that the representatives therein named 
^should be considered and acknowledged as the representatives 



* It appears that the person thus olTered as Clerk had been disowned ahout 
seven months before. 
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from that Quarterly Mteetihg to the Yearly Meeting.* This 
port was signed by forty-one men, and thirty-eight women, being 
all the representatives in attendance in the Men's Meeting, ex- 
cept four, and all in the Women's Meeting, except two, apart 
from the Representatives named in the two accounts from Rhode 
Island. After the Report was read, two friends were appointed 
to inform the representatives named in the account rfgned by' 
Charles Perry, Assistant Clerk, that the Committiefe to whom' 
their claims were referred, had made a report, which was about 
to be considered, and that they might be heard ihereon. After a 
short absence, one of the friends reported that he had delivered^ 
the message intrusted to them, to a number of those persons' 
named in the report, whom they found assembled in the yard, 
in company with others. Having waited a sufficient time, the 
meetiiig after hearing the report a second time, by a very general 
Expression confirmed its conclusions, and thus acknowledged the* 
meeting, of which the accounts were signed by Datid BtiiTum 
and Sarah F. Tobey, as Clerks, to be the true Quarterly Meet-^ 
ing of Rhode Island, and the Representatives named therein, to 
be the Representatives from Rhode Island Quarterly Meelmg to^ 
this Yearly Meeting.'** 

From this plain statement of facts, two conclusions evidently 
follow : 1st. That the question of doctrines had no part in pro- 
ducing the separation in New England. For the subject of doc- 
trines was not brought under discussion during their proceedings; 
either in the disownment of John Wilbur, or in the subsequent 
action of their meetings. 2. Tha^ the circumstances under which 
the body whereof Thomas B. Gould has always acted as clfrfc' 
was organized, and the mode of its organization, afford it no ra- 
tional claim to the character of New England Yeiarly Meeting of 
Friends. 

It is not denied by any that the meeting which convened at 
Newport on the 16th of 6th month, 1845, was the genuine undis-' 
puted Yearly Meeting of New England ; and that this meeting 
has maintained its regular functions from that time to the present. 
No act or omission of that meeting has been adduced on which 
its suspension or dissolution can be predicated. The argument of 



* Narrative of faets, &c., signed by Abraham Sheatman, Jr., and Hannah 
Goald, Jr., as Clerka, 1845. 



Judga Ewing iu the Camden trial 13 therefore appIica1;)le.to this 
case. 

.. « One meeting being in life, another of the samepow^, rights, 
and jaris4iC|tibn,:coukl iiot^ according to th^ discipline of the so- 
ciety, acQQr^jig to the sin^p^st elements of reasoni according tp 
the immujtabl^ rules of ^ction^., which must govern ^qdicontrol all 
human assemblages, of yrhatever nature, and whether religions pr 
cxvil, according, indeed^ to the avowed doctrines of the pleadings in 
this cause, and the consentaneous declarations of counsel, a second^ 
a subsequent meeting could not be set up within its bounds." 

In the trial of ja cause arising put of this unhappy division. 
Chief Justice Shaw in delivering the opinion of the Supreme Ju- 
dicial Court of Massachusetts, after reciting the transactions in 
.the Yearly Meeting on the 16th of 6th month, 1845, in a manner 
corresponding in ^bstance with th^ account above given, prqh 
ceeds: - < 

''It appears to us very clear, upon the evidence, that though 
this action was made ibe occasion of holding a separate meeting 
under Gould, yet that, as a legitimate Yearly Meeting, it was ^- 
.together irregular and void* Gould's own minute seems quite 
conclusive. Giving an account of this meeting, after a Ipng i:eci- 
tal of; gri^v^nces, oppression, heresy and misconduct, on the part 
.of Reading men, he states that it was regularly formed under 
^Shearman as Olerk; that the question, as to which set were the 
.true representatives, was referred to the other representative^, 
^n4 states- the reasons why those coming from the Wilbur meet- 
^)g declined so. to submit the question, and proceeds to state, that 
in the afternoon. Prince Gardner, on behalf of the representatives 
from Rhode Island Quarterly Meeting, and some of those from 
j^i^lwich Quarterly Meeting^ reported that they, had been to- 
,gether, and were united in proposing the name of Thomas B* 
•Qould for clerk o^ this meeting /or the ensuing yeari and of 
C^tiarles Perry for assistant :clerk ; and the nominations bei^ig 
^fully united!, ^ith^i>y thos^<^ who have been for. some yecars Iqbqr" 
ing under much oppression, for the support of the order and 4i^' 
Celine und i>f the testimonies and doctrines of our religiofcSi 50- 
.fiety upon their original foundation, they were accordingly^ ^ap- 
pointed. ■ ^ ' . 
!. *' This was the basis of the secession, and of an attempt, to. or- 
.ganize a separate Yearly Meeting^ Tl^ieonly apology foi: piSeriiig 
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tod^d in any ilepartment of the society. The conclusnon is, thert* 
fore, inevitable, that the disownments authorized or coniitxaed by 
New England Yearly Meeting, whether right or wrong, are con- 
clusive. In regard to the decision of a Yearly Meeting, Chief 
Justice Shaw remarks : 

" It is final and conclusive, because there ia no superior body 
which can call its decisions in question. It is conclusive, in the 
sense in which the judgments of the highest courts are conclusive, 
not because they are necessarily wiser or better than those of other 
courts, but because it is the tribunal of last resort, and the con- 
stitution and laws have created no tribunal to re-examine its de* 
cisions." 

From the testimony on all aides, it is too obvious for doubt or 
denial, that the whole difficulty arose, on the one side, from the 
conduct of John Wilbur, and on the other, from the efforts made 
by Friends in New England to maintain what they considered to 
be the order and discipline in his case. It is also obvious that he 
had tried and exhausted the remedies provided by discipline for 
securing the rights of members. Whether the proceedings in the 
inferior meetings were conformable to their own discipline or not, 
was a question to be decided, in the last resort, by the Yearly 
Meeting. It was so decided, and the disownment of John Wilbur 
was confirmed. And being thus confirmed, it is believed that the 
interference of other Yearly Meetings with their conclusions, is 
not supported by any disciplinary precedent in the Society of 
Friends, On this subject the associated committees of the five 
Yearly Meetings, who convened at Baltimore la the 7th moothr 
1849, remark : 

" Resting in the unchangeable truth of the Gospel, our worthy 
forefiithers, under the enlightening influence of Divine grace, early 
saw the necessity of that organization of meetings, and the estab- 
lishment of that Christian discipline, which are essential to ■ 
preservation and prosperity; and very full, solemn and forcible is 
the language of that devoted servant of Christ, George Fox, when 
he refers to the setting up of meetings for discipline, and the au- 
thority in which they should be held. ' They were set up by the 
Spirit and power of the Lord God,' ' and the power of the Lord 
God is the authority of your men's and women's meetings.' And, 
however high and holy may be the profession which this neces- 
sarily involves, experience has always verified Hie truth, that it 
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fao been as they are thus kelds that they have fulfilled thepur^ 
poses of their establishment. In the organization of these m^etingV 
a beautiful ^rder was introduced, consistent with the simplicity and 
authority of the unchangeable truth, an order whidi has'proVed 
eminently salutary and efficient in the Church. Yearly^ Quarteiv 
ly, Monthly and Preparative Meetings, Were set up and' are still 
continued, for the purpose of Church government, subordinate aiid' 
accountable one unto another; Preparative to Monthly, Monthly 
to Quarterly, and Quarterly to the Yearly Meeting. -The lasf 
being the highest tribunal in this Church organization, froiin whose 
decisions there is no appeal, and exercising over all below it ft 
power of supervision and control, looking to the good of themeiOQi* 
bers composing them, and to the honor of truth ; and in aU'caiM 
where it deems it necessary, directing their proceedings in the au* 
thority which the truth* gives.'' 

^* This subordination and order remain to be essential to oni 
preservation and cannot be departed from. Any innovsition must* 
necessarily lead to weakness and ocHifusion, and the cause of triith' 
must suffer from it. As introduced and practised by our atices* 
tors, they are simple and effective^ for they are founded in the 
truth, and derive their authority therefrom. Nor 6ah their 
exercise in this authority ever prove oppressive to meetings 
or individuals, bat strengthening and preserving." 

^* This Conference is united in the belief,' that it is essefntial for 
OS clearly to understand and inviolably to sustain the rights that 
belong to distinct Yearly Meetings* It cannot be questioned that- 
if a Yearly Meeting should manifest unsoundness in Christiiin 
faith, if it should promulgate views inconsistent with the principles 
professed by friends, or should not maintain our Christian leiitf* 
monies, that it may then become the duty of the other Yearly 
Meetings to extend to it brotherly entreaty or admcmition for ittf 
restoration. But in the exercise of the functions which legiti*' 
mately and exclusively belong to itself, as the forming or adminis-' 
tering its own discipline, any interference by another Yeafly 
Meetings or attempt to control its action in these respects, would' 
be an infraction of our established order, and fraught with conse^ 
qnences perilous to the whole brotherhood of Yearly Mcetlngaf 
against which we feel solemnly bound to bear testimony." ■ 

And again, in the address of th» Conference in ISSly tbcfy fa-i' 
mark : *' It is not for us to enter into a review of the disciplinary 



prooeedmgs df New Enprland Yearly Meeting ; they behmg exclu- 
•ively to. itself, and have not been called ia question by the meet- 
ings w6 represent, nor by those of Londort and Ireland." 

The seceding body, assuming the title of New England Yearly 
Meeting, addressed epistles to the Yearly Meetings in Europe and 
America, but their communications were not received or respond* 
0d'to in any of the meetings to which they were addressed ; and the 
Yearly M^tings of London, Dublin, New York, Baltimore, North 
Carolina and Indiana, explicitly disavowed any connexion with 
the seceding body, and directed their clerks to return the addresses 
to the quarter from which they came, 

^. lo the Yearly Meeting of Philadelphia, the correspondence with 
the Yearly Meeting of New England was suspended in the year 
1846 ; the suspension being apparently founded, not on any doubt 
of the continued existence of that meeting, nor on any official or 
authorized charge of maladministration, or unsoundness of doctrmey 
but on the circumstance that a small number of the members of 
that meeting had separated iraok the body, and oi^anized a meet- 
ing, which assumed the name of New England Yearly Meeting 
and addressed an epistle to us. 

Into the wi$dom or propriety of this suspension it is not now 
our intention to inquire. This suspension consisted in declining to 
read or respond tp the epbtle received from the regularly consti- 
tuted Yearly Meeting; yet when any members of that meeting 
attended Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, their right to seats therein 
has not been called in question. But when such friends have at- 
tended with minutes or certificates, those documents have not 
been read in the Yearly Meeting. By what authority they have 
been arrested and withheld, is perhaps more easily asked than an- 
swered. The Yearly Meeting has not repealed or suspended the 
rule of discipline which requires the certificates or minutes of 
friends attending ours from other Yearly Meetings to be read 
therein.. 

In the Yearly Meeting of Philadelphia, in the year 1848, the 
subject of the difficulties in New England was referred to the 
Meeting for Sufferings, and that body in the following year, pre- 
sented to the Yearly Meeting a detailed report of the facts and 
circumstances which were adjudged by those who supported it, to 
have produced the difficulties in New England Yearly Meeting. 

V i . . . : • 
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When this report was r^d ih th^ Yearly Meeting of 1849 it 
plainly appeared: that a large nutnber of experienced and valuable 
Frilfnds, both members of the Meeting for Sufferings and others^ 
dissented from it* It was, howeter, passed through the meetings 
though certainly not with the union and cordiality of feeling and 
judgment which are usually considered essential to the adoption of 
a measure of suoh vital importance ; and was directed to be iwf^ 
warded to the two bodies in New Englandi but without addrcssbg 
dthjer pf them as the Yearlj^ Meeting. . 

Previous to the: production of this report, it may be remetabered 
that Friends in New England had been frequently charged witk! 
unsoundness of dotitrine, aind many well-ibeaning Friends, no: 
doubt, fuUy believed that the difficulties there arose from the adop* 
tion^ by many of the leading members, of sentiments on doctrinal 
subjects, inconsistent with the faith and prindples of our reUgidus 
Society. It is also to be remembered that the Yearly Meeting of 
Philadelphia had then, for three years, suspended its long estab- 
lished correspondence with the Yearly. Meeting of New England* 
It would therefore be more than can be reasonably looked for from 
men encompassed with the usual mfirmities ofour nature, to ex- 
pect the Cbitimittee of the Meeting for Sufferings, professedly 
acting on behalf of Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, to feel entirely 
eIefeir.<Kf an inclination to find, if they could, an adequate reason 
for the suspension in question ; and the charge of unsoundness, if 
ftirly established, would have furnished a plausible if not conclu* 
sive justification. 

- IluJeed, from the course pursued by Philadelphia Yearly Meeth- 
ing, aiid the prominence given to the imputation that the difficui^*: 
ties in. New England were the result of unsoundness of doctrine- 
adopted by Friends there, the Committee appointed for the express 
purpose of tracing to their source and exposing to light, the origin 
and progress of those difficulties, could not perform the duty as- 
signed to them without adducing a proof of that unsoundness, if 
proof bf it could be adduced* 

' Yet notwithstanding these obvious considerations, nothing in the 
report even attempts to fix such a charge upon them. Their dis* 
ciplinary proceedings are indeed reviewed, and in several instan- 
ce8<pr««iounced incorrect, but this does not in any degree involve 
the qnealiion of dootrbes. 
.iCenaidering an attempt by one Yearly Meetiiig or by any of 
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its brandies, lo review and re-judge the disciplinary proceedmga 
of another Yearly Meeting, as nitogelher extra-judicial, and un- 
authorized by the nature and piinciples of their relation, we shall 
offer no opinion in regard to the correctness of the review in 
queBtioD. 

As no charge in relation to doctrines appears, we are furnished 
irith negative evidence that the committee had none to adduce ; 
and negative is in this case as satisfactory aa positive. We have, 
however, somclhing more than negative evidence in ihe case. For 
when the belief is expressed that harmony cannot be restored until 
the disciplinary proceedings, which had just been pronounced in- 
correct, are retracted or redressed, il is plainly intimated that 
harmony might be restored by the correction or retraction of those 
proceedings. But certainly a controversy arising from the pro- 
mulgation nr maintenance of unsound doctrines could not be ad- 
Justed and harmony restored, by any thing less than the removal 
of the cause from which the controversy arose. A mere cor- 
rection of disciplinary measures would rectify no errors, and recon- 
cile no contrarieties in relation lo doctrines. 

- It is also to be observed — and the observation ia important — 
that all the proceedings which are thus pronounced inconsistent 
with the discipline, arose, directly or indirectly, from John Wil- 
bur's case. John Wilbur appears as the moving cause in tbi» 
distressing affair. But (he question whether John Wilbur's right 
of membership was unjustly invaded, had been adjudged, and the 
proceedings of ihe inferior meetings in his case confirmed by the 
highest tribunal having cognizance of the subject ; and John Wil- 
bur himself was candid enough to acknowledge that he had been 
fully and kindly beard by the Yearly Meeting's Committee. 

A few remarks may here be offered relative to the claims of 
John Wilbur, Thomas B. Gould, and their associates, to the char- 
acter of members of our religious society. It will hardly be main- 
tained that they are members of the Yearly Meeting which has 
disowned them, or from which they have voluntarily withdrawn. 
If they are members at all, ibey must be members of what is 
Bometimes called ihe smaller body, for they neither claim to be, 
nor are owned as members of any other body in New En,rland. 
The question then arises, whether that body is a Yearly Meeting 
of Friends, so constituted and organized as to entitle its meraberi 
to the rights of membership wherever they may choose to travel. 
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If ire anffwer tbte quelflioit affirmatively^ we adbpt a cbndasiiii 
which iio Yearly Meeting* in the world has admitted, and which 
all except two have explicitly disavowed. If we answer ne^« 
lively, we can hardly escape the conclusion that members of that 
body, when they take seats in other yearly Meetings, must be 
regarded as intruders. 

That the question must be answered negatively appears by 
several considerations. All the Yearly Meetings which have an^ 
awered at all have answered negatively. The report of the 
Meetfa)g for Sufferings to Philadelphia Yearly Meeting, plainly 
admits that this smaller body ^^ was not a regularly constituted 
Yearly Meeting.'' Nor does it maintain that the ancient Yearly 
Meeting of New England, of which Abraham Shearman, Jr., was 
clerk, was dissolved, or its functions suspended, at the time when the 
new organization was formed. In fact, its continued existence is 
oecessarily implied when its retraction of certain disciplinary pro^ 
oeedings is stated as the condition on which unity is to be restored. 
Hence, the decision of Judge Ewing, already quoted, in referetio6 
to the Camden case, betomes applicable to this ; and as Friendii 
admitted the correctness of that decision at the time it was pro« 
Bounced, it' is presutiiable they will not question its validity in the 
present day. ' 

If i»ow we turn our attention to our friends in Ohio, and inquire 
faito the causes which produced tlie opposition in feeling and' sen* 
dmefit, so sorrowfully prevalent there, we find them originating 
in the New England difficulties. The secession from the Yearly 
Meeting of New England occurred in the 6th month, 1845, and at 
the «Muing Yearly Meeting of Ohio a painful opposition of judg- 
ment knd- feeling became obvious. Two epistles, both purporting 
to be from the Yearly Meeting of New England, were announced^ 
bat Neither of them was acknowledged or r^ponded to. From that 
time to the period of the late separation there, the reception of the 
epistles from the ancient Yearly Meeting in New England^ and 

**^i*»i^— ^— I I III I I I I ■ ■ ■! » I ■ >■■■■■ ' ■ ■■ 

- * U |i tni«» thit when, in 1853, John Wilbur openly attended the Yearly 
Hating of Philadelphia, and his attendance was objected to, his right to a sect 
mm was attempted to be vindicated by the allegation that he was unquestionably 
m member, but no explanation was given or attempted of the process by which he 
WMrapposed to have l^n restored to membership after hie disowument wai 
epofirmod by New England Yearly Meeting. The case was too hasti^ passed 
OVOT to be regarded as the expression of ^ judgment, more particuUrljf ai tl^t 
Mmm i^ lO important a queation as tha estlihliahment of a Yearly Meeting. 
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tbe iisiial expresnon of unit j with the manbers in atteodiaee firoa 
that meeting, have been subjects of oOntroversjr betwef n Uvr ]Mir« 
ties into which the meeting was obviously divided. For sevenal 
years the minutes and certificates of Friends from New Epglanfd 
were .read and recorded in the meeting of ministers and elders as 
in former years; but in the public Yearly Meeting sucb.ireoocd 
was not made« In the women's • Yearly Meetiofi^, t^he «0cieDt 
practice has been steadily maintained in relation to the. epiatlet 
(except in 1845, when no epistles to any of 4he Yearly Meetings 
were issued) and to the minutes of Frieudtt from other Ycaiij 
Meetings. In 1846, a eommunioati<Mi from the ^ smaller body'' 
was presented to that meeting, and after examination by a com^ 
mitten, was returned to the body that issued it, accompanied by an 
explicit minute declining all correspoodence with them. 

Another subject of controversy soon arose among Friends at 
Ohio. Some members of the *^ smaller body'' in New England) 
who had voluntarily separated from the regular Yearly Meeting, 
or had been disowned,: at times appeared and took their s^ts $$ 
members of the Yearly Meeting. Their presence was objected to 
by one class, and openly allowed, or even actively encouraged, by 
apothen In the course of these discusai(H^s, it was urged by some 
of those who advocated the attendance of that descriptioli of .per* 
sons, that as they had not objected to the presence 6f member^ of 
the '' larger body" in New Englatid, such Friends as dissented 
from them ought to be equally tolerant in relation to the attend* 
anocof members of the << -smaller body." This, as already observed^ 
involved thf question of the: legitimacy of the ^^ smaller body" as k 
Yearly Meeting of Friend8,:and the concession proposed amounted 
virtually to an admission that the claims of the two bodies, to th^ 
character of Yearly Meetings were eqtial ; and some of those who 
sympathized with the ^^ smaller body," did actually claim that tho 
two bodies stood on equal ground. To this the' Friends who de-r 
sired to maintain the usual and long established relation with that 
Yearly Meeting could not agree. For as they had always 
regarded the ** smaller body," as seceders, and not as a Yearly 
Meeting, they could not consistently admit them to seats in their 
meeting. 

Hence, we are brought to the conclunon, and it appears iuH 
possible to arrive at a contrary one, that so far as the difficnhieg 
ill the late Yearly Meeting of Ohio arose from the claims of Thos. 



B. GmM and odiers rfmilarly dreiiinstaiioedt f^ ^ teat ii) tlMt 
meetingi and the effort on <me side to support that claini/ AnA nk 
the Olh^r to reject it^ the order and disdpline of the Society '^ere 
clearly on the side of those who insisted on theif ^xeltunoil; Fbir 
wt are to observe that the usage and order which re^rire' ooir 
jDoeetings for discipline to be select, were not denied. Thequtitl^ 
lion at issue was not whether the meeting ought to he! seteibty^ l)((k 
whether it was so while Thomas B. Gould and his companiOtt''w«rt 
prcs^it. But the decision of this question neoessariiy d^|)endAl 
upon' the previous one, whether the <^small^r body'^ in^NiftW^^Btii^ 
land i)(ras a Yearly Meeting of Friends. The affirmativis AecsWlMI 
of one of these questions, was^ in reality, a similar decisibti oftte 
othef . The discipline recognizes no partial rights of mclmber^^. 
Every individual must be eith«r within or without the pale o^'dttih 
religious society^ i'H*.!" 

From these diflSculties aroie another respecting the cbotbe'^'ii 
deriit. ' Previously io the seees^on in Kew England, ws' hea^ 
nothing -of any Oontroversy on this subject;* but wh^n the>di$S0Df^ 
sions m New England had spread their influence among Friiemit' 
in Ohioi the choice of a clerk became an object of no ordinary ilH 
terest. As the friends who were opposed to the new organllsi^ ^ 
tion, and desirous to maintain the ancient connection, genferiiliy 
MieveMi that Benjamin Hoy le, the clerk, had manifested hispal^ 
tii^y towards the seceders, they were d^rous of relea^g ttimi 
and- filling his plac^ with one who would willingly promote tbo 
restoration ol the ancient order and fellowship. = Henoey wo$b<^ 
find it reported that the representatives could not agrce^upoil « 
clerk or iassistant. In this dilemma the formet incumbents w^rtt 
CQtafitiuM in office. ' 

' Here we can hardly fail to perceive^ that all the eidKirrNiriM 
mentsia regard to proceeding with businesS/^four:daysvin<nnt 
instance, being spent in debating the question whethiilr their. IkiiiiC 
liesB should proceed while persons disowned in New En^ad^re 
prei^t,-^»^and all the difficulty m agreeing qpon a c^erbi^linM 
fttm ilv& <i^posite sentiments entertained among theiir nssJNietih^ 
the-N^ ^gland ^c^on. Friends in Ohio Were notdb^utiii^ 
aboilt doctrines. If the subject of doctrines was at any tifiMi 
too^ht into the discussion, it was not admit4ed by IViends at th« 
(fi^glMl ground of dmtrovct^j bttt tner«Iy at auiiliar^:tol Iftit 
cauae in dispute. To' whatever pttrt of tUs w&a^ «onMt«9M 



:^i^P9C|,;oi|r,AtJ^litiqilt if we trace it to its source, we still are led 
(baclctp.tbe seoeMon in New England. 

f.,'.Tbe: n^der may. perhaps inquire, vrhat, srfter all, is the specific 
•pc^t of: Gontroyersy ? The object which one clas^ of Friends 
JMiFe. \n Ti^w: js easily explained. They regard those, by some 
j^led.the '^ jbrger body/' as the genuine, long established Yearly 
jkle^tiog of. iNew England, and desire to extend to it and to its 
miewbeiB the usual expression of unity and Christian fellowship. 
lAndthisy of course, conader the ^'smaller body" as secedc|i«> 
jvbfllilil¥|r forfeited or relinquished their connection with theSo- 
H^ltjr <|f •Friends, and consequently neither own tfaenr as members^ 
IK^ cap* hold church fellowship with theo^ The position of those 
}liho espouse the opposite side of the questiouyis not so easily de- 
^)^«> Though they have not so far denied to the members of the 
'Merger body" the rights of membership as to refuse theo^ s 9eat 
IP i^eetjmij^ for discipline, yerthey have refused to read the eps- 
ileSiSiid c^tificates addressed to them from that Yearly Meetii^* 
TJbey haye also admitted and encouraged the attendance, both in 
meetings of ministers and elders, and in meetings for disclplin^^ 
of. persons whose claim to membership rested entirely upon the 
aftithorityW the seceding body in New England ; and although 
tib^.ha?e not officially recognized that body as a Yearly Meeting 
(^' Fridnds, it is difficult if not imposMble to perceive i^ what 
inaimier. the measures they have already adopted ean be consistcof* 
If carried out without a full and unqualified recognition of ^t 
body. The countenance shown to TlK>mas B. Grould, in his char* 
•cteT'of a professed member and minister of the Society of Friends^ 
at the late Yearly Meeting of Ohio, and subsequently by actiire 
and conspicuous members of the party, can be defended on no 
other. igrQund than the admissi<m that the body for which be bss 
|dr soine y tors acted as clerk is to be regarded as a legjitinMt 
Yceriy Meetbg of Friends. 

'. Tht practical question at issue, whatever form may be gma to 
it Jnihebrjr* then appears to be, whether a connectiofi and.cbw^i 
SeUowdup shall be maintained with the ancient Yearly Meejtiqgef 
New; England, and consequently with the Yearly MeetingB in 
Europe and America that sustain their union with it, or iRrhfatliK 
a tmion shall . be established with the ^^ smaller body*' in^ )(jm 
England, and an eventual disruption effected from: all the XiPCljf) 
MtetiagB.wWA heye declined its fellowship. ... ,, , 
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' It may now be seasonable to inquire more partic^ilarly^ btb dvr 
respective claims, to the character of Ohio Yearlj Meeting jof 
Friends, of the two bodies claiming that titlei into- which that 
tneieting has been recently divided. 

•A few facts bearing on the question, anfd admittmg of no denial^ 
may be adduced. The Friends who advocated the appointmetil 
of Jonathan Binns, have always insisted, and continue to inliitt 
on the full recognition of what is often termed the larger body in 
New England, as the genuine Tearly Meeting, and upOn extend^ 
ing to that meeting and to its members the usual evidence -<rf 
unhy and church fellowship. They have also insisted Upon mtlv* 
holding a correspondent ^evidence of unity and church leUowship 
from the body ef which Thomas B. Gould is clerk, and froni the 
toembers-ef that body. In this they are clearly endeavoring to 
6ftrry out practically, in Ohio, the course adopted, and Ae judg* 
kneht pronounced by all the other Yearly Meetings in the wdrld 
except one. From contrariety of judgment and feeling oil' this 
subject, and not from disputes about doctrines, the difficulties in 
Ohiotirose. ... ... .i. 

For eeveral yekrs the representatives foiled to agree ^pon* a 
derk, and so reported to ifhe Yearly Meeting, and that meeting 
rcHippointed 'the clerk of the previous year. That this^ course, 
when adopted by the general concurrence of the Yearly Meeting, 
wlM in'ordef, admits of no doubt. But that this was the only conrse 
which the meeting, in such an emergency, had authority to take, 
is not -so clear. The representatives having failed to perform the 
duty assigned them, the appointment of the clerk devolved on the 
meeting, as though the subject had not been referred. '' The only 
precedents were those set by themselves, and a solitary^ instance, 
niidifr unusual excitement, in Philadelphia. And if theY^rly 
Ifee^itkg oF Ohio could establish a precedent, it Could ttlso change 
it. Surely no correct disciplinarian will assert that a Yearly 
^Meeting is bound by principle or precedent to continue arderk in 
'his office, though he may have lost the unity and conMjencedf 
ilkt meeting', ais long as partisans can be thrown into ithe'i^epA^ 
-sentsstiotf/ who will prevent the agreement of that body^ tipcMa 
'«nbth^ hidividual. ' - « i' 

^ ' Bki-eonld we even agree theit the meeting was bbimd ^byi|>ra^ 
'«sdMt to <dniinue the incumbent in office WhelliMi»f th^'repffuiMii 
tathres presented an united report that they had no name to qS»$ 
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to be deemed inTtlid beetuse made by Jdnetluiii Binni tdms^, 
after the Friends therein named had been proposed by a part pf 
the representatives, and openly approved by a large portion of ihe 
meeting, with what shadow of consistency can the miijute of 
Benjamin Hoyle be Vindicated, appointing himself and another to 
stations for which they had not been proposed to the meeting in 
the present year, either by any portion of the representatives or 
by any one else. 

After the minute of Benjamin Hoyle, oonttnuin^ himself and 
W. S* Bates as clerks, was read, no business was transacted, Un- 
til he made and read a minute of adjournment to ten o'clock on 
the following day* When Benjamin Hoyle and those who united 
with him had withdrawn, it is believed that nearly one-half of the 
^rigfawl number remained. 

. From thu pomt of: time, the two bodies, into which the meet- 
ing was divided, continued to act separately, each claiming the 
name and character of Ohio Yearly Meeting. 
.. It is a significant fact that the Friends who were present fWmi 
other Yearly Meetings with minutes or certificates, wi^ a single 
exception, remained behind when Benjamin Hoyle and his adhe-^ 
rents withdrew. It is also understopd, and not denied, that Thom- 
as B* Qould and his companion, attended to its dose, without 
opposition or objection^ the meeting which recognized Benjamin 
Uoyk as clerk. 

. The case of the women^s Yearly • Meeting may justly claim a 
few lines in this review. 

When» on third day morning, the representatives were called upon 
for theif report^ their response was, in substance, that they had 
no names to offer. On this the acting clerk waited, without at- 
tempting to make li minute, until a proposal was made and largely 
«Mted with, that the incumbents of the former year should serve 
the meeting - fok* the • present due. To thn proposal n6 dbjedtioik 
was made, and no othehr nabes were offered. With' this sanctioh^ 
Jane M. Plummer made a minute expressive 6f' the. ire-appmnt^ 
mett of herself and Hannah S. Ladd to the stations of clerk and 
assistant for the 'Current year. 

' In tlie afternoon, they sent in an inquiry to what hour the 
inen^s meeting^ !was going to adjourn, and. being mformed that no 
lioiirhad then been agreed upon, they made their adjournment lo the 
•aadeJioarai tlie men*- As thte ineetingor which* JemittatoBumi 
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acted as dlerk^ adjourned to eight o'clock next morningi the other 
having previously adjourned to ten> the women were left to con- 
strue their own adjournment, according to their judgment, as to 
which body constituted the true Yearly Meeting. Accordingly^ 
at eight o'clock next morning, Jane M. Plummer and Hannah S. 
Ladd took their seats at the table, and in conjunction with such 
women Friends as assembled, believed to amount to nearly, if not 
quite, half the number that had convened on the two previous 
days, proceeded with the business of the Yearly Meeting. 

The proceedings of the Womens' Yearly Meeting appear, 
therefore, to have been conducted in a manner strictly constitu* 
tional and orderly. 

As thb meeting from that time acted in unison with the meet- 
ing of which Jonathan Binns was clerk, they were evidently 
identified, and must be regarded as collateral branches of one 
Yearly Meeting. And we may find no trivial evidence that 
these united bodies constitute the genuine Yearly Meeting of 
Ohio, in the fact that all the Friends in attendance from other 
Yearly Meetings, whether male or female, with certificates or 
Dunutes, with the solitary exception already mentioned, continued to 
meet with those for whom Jonathan Binns and Jane M. Plum- 
mer acted as clerks ; and that the epistles from those bodies have, 
been acknowledged and responded to by all the Yearly Meetings 
which have occurred since they were issued. 

ENOCH LEWIS. 

Philadelphia, First Month, 27, 1855. 



